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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 2/01/2006 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Drawings 

2. Figures #1 -4 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art-- because 
only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The Drawings should be labeled for each of the entities in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(d) is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 22, 24, 28, 32, 36 and 37 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: For example, there are numerous mis-spelled words "optimised", 
"analysed", and "characterised" etc., in the claims. 
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Appropriate editorial corrections throughout the entire application as 
needed is required. 

4. Claims 41 -42 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claims, can not depend on another multiple depend claim 
(note claim 5). See MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the claims 41-42 are not been 
further treated on the merits. 

For Example : A cellular communication network comprising at least one 
processing module for implementing the planning method of any one of claims 22 to 40. 

5. Dependent Claims 41-42 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
"A cellular communication network comprising at least one processing module for 

implementing the planning " should change to "the cellular communication network 

comprising at least one processing module for implementing the planning " 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. Claims 22-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 01 because: in view of the In re 
Bilski decision appearing in MPEP 2106: 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 01 as not falling within one of the four 
statutory categories of invention. Supreme Court precedent and recent Federal Circuit 
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decision indicate that a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to 
another statutory category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform underlying 
subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. An example 
of a method claim that would not quality as a statutory process would be a claim that 
recited purely mental steps. Thus, to qualify as a 101 statutory process, the claim 
should positively recite the other statutory class (the thing or product) to which it is tied, 
for example by identifying the apparatus that accomplishes the method steps, or 
positively recite the subject matter that is being transformed, for example by identifying 
the material that is being changed to a different state. 

Note: the Examiner suggests amending at least one step in claim to positively 
recite the statutory item or device (mobile, device, base station, controller etc.) that 
performs the step in order to 'tie' the process to a particular statutory category. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



8. Claims 22-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nowak (US 2002/0123354) in view of Rappaport (US 7,295,960). 
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Regarding claim 22, Nowak teaches a method of planning cellular 
communication networks [0002], comprising the step of defining at least one cost 
function to be optimized [0008], said at least one cost function being indicative of the 
quality of service of at least one class of services rendered by the network [0010-0016], 

But Nowak does not clearly teach comprising the step of selecting said at least 
one class of services as location-based services rendered by said network. 

However, Rappaport explicitly teaches comprising the step of selecting said at 
least one class of services as location-based services rendered by said network (Col. 1, 
lines 20-40), (Col. 13, line 45 to Col. 14, line 37, and Col. 15, lines 3-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Nowak, with Rappaport's teaching, in order to 
maximizing the quality of service such as locating the mobile terminals in different 
locations, positions, and areas etc. for saving cost. 

Regarding claim 23, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
wherein said cost function indicative of the quality of service of location-based services 
is based on measuring a dilution of precision of said network (Col. 2, lines 14-39) of 
Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 24, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
comprising the steps of: defining a joint cost function jointly indicative of the quality of 
service of location-based services (Col. 15, lines 3-26) and at least an additional class 
of services rendered by said network (Col. 6, lines 11-23), said additional class of 
services being selected from the group of voice services and data services (Col. 5, line 
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60 to Col. 6, line 23); and optimising said joint cost function (Col. 5, line 60 to Col. 6, line 
23) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 25, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
comprising the steps of: providing a system for measuring at least one actual network 
parameter (Col. 4, lines 37-62); and comparing the measurements provided by said 
measurement system with the corresponding parameters as planned (Col. 1 1 , line 46 to 
Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 26, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
comprising the step of locating at least one critical point in the network where 
inadequate quality of service is being provided (Col. 1 , line 20-63) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 27, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 26, comprising the step of generating information items indicative of 
counter measures to be carried out in said network in order to dispense with at least 
one critical point (Col. 11, line 46 to Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 28, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
wherein said at least one cost function is optimised by using as input data the location 
of at least one radiating system associated with one base station in said cellular 
communication network (Col. 11, line 46 to Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 28, for planning a cellular communication network over a given area 
(Col. 1, line 20-63), comprising the steps of: subdividing said area into sub-areas (Col. 
1 , line 20-63), one of said sub-areas corresponding to the destination sub-area of a new 
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base station in said network (Col. 1, line 20-63), the remaining sub- areas being 
expected to be affected by the introduction of said new base station (Col. 1, line 20-63); 
planning said destination sub-area of the new base station also by evaluating the effects 
on said remaining sub-areas (Col. 1, line 20-63); and evaluating the quality of service 
resulting from said planning while ascertaining whether such a level of quality of service 
is satisfactory (Col. 1 1 , line 46 to Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 30, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 29, wherein said planning involves computing a point-by-point value of 
the dilution of precision for all the pixels in the area subject to planning (Col. 1 1 , Iine46 
to Col. 13, line 26) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 31, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 30, wherein said planning involves computing a cost function pertaining 
to location services only (Col. 1 , line 20-63), said cost function being a linear 
combination of said dilution of precision and the average and minimum values thereof 
(Col. 1 1 , line 46 to Col. 1 3, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 32, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 29, comprising the step of optimising a joint cost function for voice, data 
and location services (Col. 1 , line 20-63) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 29, wherein, if said quality of service is found not to be satisfactory, 
comprising the step of re-planning the position of at least one radiating system 
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associated with one base station in said cellular network (Col. 11, line 46 to Col. 13, line 
26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 34, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 33, wherein said at least one radiating system whose position is re- 
planned associated with one base station is a radiating system associated with said 
new base station (Col. 1 , line 20-63) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 35, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 25, comprising the steps of: providing a set of network design 
parameters (Col. 1 , line 20-63); obtaining from said measurement system a set of 
measurements corresponding to said set of design parameters (Col. 1, line 20-63); and 
locating at least one critical area wherein the quality of service of said location services 
fails to reach an expected quality of service level as a result of said set of 
measurements failing to comply with said set of network design parameters (Col. 1 , line 
20-63), and (Col. 1 1 , Iine46 to Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 36, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 35, comprising the steps of: selecting a service scenario; and selecting 
at least one location system as the one most affected by the variations in the network 
parameters being analysed (Col. 2, lines 14-39) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 37, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 35, comprising the step of providing a list of points in the network 
characterised by their quality of service (Col. 1 1 , Iine46 to Col. 1 3, line 26) of 
Rappaport. 
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Regarding claim 38, the combination ofNowak and Rappaport teach the method 
of claim 35, comprising the steps of generating and displaying a map of critical points in 
the area under analysis (Col. 4, lines 37-52), and (Col. 8, line 66 to Col. 9, line 35) of 
Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 39, Nowak and Rappaport teach the method of claim 22, 
comprising the step of providing a remote deployment module arranged for operating on 
a sub-set of the network subject to planning (Col. 1 1 , lines 4-35) of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 40, the combination of Nowak and Rappaport teach the 
method of claim 39, comprising the steps of configuring said remote deployment module 
for collecting local network data (Col. 1 1 , lines 4-35), pre-validating such measurements 
and either comparing said measurements with corresponding planning data of a 
network design sub-set or sending such measurements to a remote module for further 
processing (Col. 4, lines 37-52), and (Col. 11, line 46 to Col. 13, line 26) all of 
Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 41, Nowak and Rappaport teach A cellular communication 
network comprising at least one processing module for implementing the planning 
method of any one of claims 22 to 40, (Col. 1 1 , lines 4-35), and (Col. 1 1 , Iine46 to Col. 
13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 

Regarding claim 42, Nowak and Rappaport teach A computer program product 
capable of being directly loaded in the memory of a computer and including software 
code portions for performing the steps of the method of any one of claims 22 to 40 when 



Application/Control Number: 10/566,677 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2617 

the product is capable of being run on a computer, (Col. 1 1 , lines 4-35), (Col. 1 1 , line 46 
to Col. 13, line 26) all of Rappaport. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL T. VU whose telephone number is (571)272- 
81 31 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am - 6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles N. Appiah can be reached on 571-272-7904. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) 
or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael Vu/ 

Examiner 

AU-2617 



/Charles N. Appiah/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



